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PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

Pursuant to the Commission Rules at 47 CFR 1.429. Low Tech Designs. Inc. (Low Tech)

submits its Petition for Reconsideration of two critical competitive aspects of the Commission's

Third Report and Order (Order) in CC Docket 96-98. released in this matter on November 5.

1999.

First. Lo\\ Tech seeks reconsideration of the Commission's refusal. based on technical

feasibility grounds and on the record before it. to include Advanced Intelligent Network (AIN)

triggers and AlN trigger upgrades in the Commission's definition of AIN call-related databases.

Secondly. Low Tech seeks reconsideration of the Commission finding that there is not

enough evidence in the record to make a determination regarding the technical feasibility of

interconnecting third-party AIN Service Control Points (SCPs) and Intelligent Peripherals (IPs)

to incumbent LEes' (lLEC) signaling networks.

By refusing to include AIN triggers as an inseparable and key component of the

unbundled call related database known as the Advanced Intelligent Network (a.k.a.. the

"Intelligent Netv\ork"). the Commission has failed to achieve the required nationwide
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unbundling of call related database network elements as required by the Telecommunications Act

of 1996.

The Commission has had before it, for many years, ample evidence that the unbundling of

AIN triggers and interconnection of third party AIN SCPs and IPs is technically feasible. These

capabilities have already been deemed technically feasible and directly ordered by several state

commissions. have been deemed technically feasible by ILEC network disclosures or have been

specifically allowed under ILEC tariff.! Nationwide unbundling of the Advanced Intelligent

Network has not been achieved because of a failure by the ILECs to comply with state

commission orders and the failure of the Commission to require the ILECs to comply with the

clear unbundling provisions of the Act.

The collective impact of these two Commission decisions at hand is to completely block

unfettered competition in the provisioning of Advanced Intelligent Network service and to hand

an effective monopoly in this market segment to the ILECs. It is surprising that the Commission

has taken this attitude. as AIN \vas one of the first ILEC capabilities targeted for unbundling

under the Opcn Network Architecture doctrine. preceding by many years the

Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the ActV

This market-blocking attitude is particularly surprising in wake of the Commission's

market-opening decisions in it's Line Sharing Order (Third Report and Order in CC Docket No.

98-147. Fourth Report and Order in CC Docket No. 96-98. FCC 99-54. Dec. 9. 1999).

Low Tech has previollsly disclosed these facts to the Commission in this instant record and will reiterate and
further substantiate them here.

S'"" NOlin' o/fmfuily, In the Matter of Intelligent Networks, CC Docket No.91-346, Adopted: November 21.
199\ Released: December 6, 1991. Also. see generally Filing and Review (!lOpen Nelwork ArchileClure Plans. CC
Docket No. 88-2. FCC 91-382. Reporl and Order, (adopted November 21. \991) (80C ONA Further Amendment
Order).
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In the Line Sharing Order. the Commission used its authority to allow competitors to

provide high speed digital services without imposing a requirement to also provide the

underlying voice services. In stark contrast the Commission's instant Order requires an aspiring

AIN based telecommunications service provider to also provide the underlying voice services

through the use of an unbundled local switching port. 3 Low Tech sees no rationale for this

disparate treatment of competitors attempting to introduce innovative services to

telecommunications consumers.

I. The Advanced Intelligent Network

The Advanced Intelligent Network is a unique call related database unlike other any other

database unbundled by the Commission.~ All other databases unbundled by the Commission

have unique function-specific capabilities associated with them that are not practically separated

from the local switching element.

Comersely. the AIN database is an open-ended platform speci1ically designed for the

creation of new and innovative telecommunications services. without regard to local switching.;;

In recognition of this open-ended capability. the Commission has deemed that certain ILEC

---._-- ._~---------

See 47 eFR 319(e)(2)(iii). Oddly, the Commission decided against this type requirement in its Line \'IUfring
Uri/cr. and justilied its decision with extensive and eloquent pro-competition. market opening language that i~

directly applicable to this instant Petition.
I The call related databases unbundled by the Commission include the Calling Name. 911. E911. Line
Information. Toll Free, AIN and downstream number portability databases.
, While AIN triggers are resident in the logical portion of the ILEC switch, they do not require the assignment of
a local switching port for their functionality. This was disclosed to the Commission in Low Tech's Rep(1' Comments
in this instant Docket. tiled June 10. 1999. pg. 4. n. 8. Low Tech will admit that certain AIN triggers require a local
switching port in order to be assigned. but has already shown, in the instant record, that it is technically feasible for
these AIN based telecommunications services to be created and provided to conSUIl1t:rs without the service provider
also being the provider of the unbundled switching port or underlying voice services. This is similar to the
provisioning ofxDSL services by CLECs using the line sharing capabilities recently ordered by the Commission.
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services - created using AIN's unique service creation capability - make these services eligible

for "proprietary" treatment under Commission Rules. 6

A. AIN Triggers

As the ubiquitously deployed Government Emergency Telecommunicatiom; ,~}'stem

(GETS) shows. complex. nationwide. uniformly designed AIN services using AIN triggers and

other AIN platform elements alone are capable of being created and deployed. 7 Without

Commission mandated access to AIN triggers as part of the AIN UNE. there are no Advanced

Intelligent Network services available for creation on a national basis by competitive

telecommunications service providers such as Low Tech.

Ironically. Low Tech has previously shown the Commission that access to AIN triggers.

along with AIN software creation/deployment capabilities. are both available today to non-

telecommunications carriers. entities not capable of legally obtaining or providing local circuit

switching capabilitics.R These entities have never been through the state CLEC certification

process. a process Low Tech has completed before the Georgia Public Service Commission

solely in order to create and offer AIN based telecommunications services.

Set' 47 eFR SI.319(e)(2)(ii). An example of this treatment includes Ameritech's "'Privacy Manager" service.
Privacy Manager utilizes an Ameritech interconnected AIN Intelligent Peripheral to achieve the custom
announcements necesary to implement the service.
, GETS is based on the federal government-assigned 710 NAN P Area Code and the 3/6/1 0 Digit AIN trigger. It is
deployed in wireless and wireline networks to provide real-time diverse routing for long distance telephone calls.
Sec ht tp: ,Iiwww.nes.govncs/html/AINFactSheet.htmland http://www.ncs.gov/nc-pp/htmJlGETS/getscon.htm.
S BellSouth makes available. for public inspection. online copies of their General Subscribers Service Tariff
The BellSouth i\IN Toolkit Service tariff: located at http://cpr.bellsouth.com/pdtiga/a034.pdt: provides AIN lrigger
and AI!\' SCESMS access. by any person or entity wishing to develop and offer AIN services. These are the sallle
AIN triggers the FCC has refused to unbundle based on "'technical feasibility" grounds.
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The Commission has refused to provide direct access to AIN triggers in the face of clear

and convincing evidence in the instant record that direct access to AIN triggers exists toda) ,

separate from the ILEC switching UNE. even to the point of being available to non-

telecommunications carriers lacking CLEC status.9

1. AIN Triggers Inseparable from other AIN Components

By the Commission's own admission. AIN software based "triggers" are an inseparable

"first event"" that must be used to invoke AIN service software created using a Service Creation

En\'ironment. The Commission states, in paragraph 405 of it's instant Order,

"When a software "trigger" is activated, an AIN capable switch uses the SS7
network to access databases, SCPs. that contain service software and subscriber
information, for instruction on how to route, monitor. or terminate the call. "Ill

Although the Commission openly acknowledges AIN triggers as an integral part of

offering AIN based services. it never includes these critical triggers, by name, as part of the

unbundling requirements contained within its revised rules in response to the Supreme Court's

remand order.

The current FCC's AIN unbundling rules in question have produced a situation where the

lLEC is illegally able to require unnecessary network elements to be obtained (i.e.. local

switching) in order for the requesting telecommunications carrier to provide telecommunications

services that are capable of being provided solely using AIN and SS7 network elements. This

A partial list of various AIN triggers. directly available under tariff to any person or entity. without CLEC
status. was included in this instant record by Low Tech. See Low Tech CU/11l11el1ls, CC Docket No. 96-98, pg~. 5-6,
May 26.1999. One of these triggers (Public Feature Code) even allows *XX based abbreviated dialing
arrangements to be introduced bv non-telecommunications carriers.
III It is appropriate that the C~mmission include the language "an AIN capable switch", since AIN triggers are not
automatically included when a Class 5 switch is purchased. AIN triggers. along with other AIN elements. are added
as a separate functional network in the overall (LEC network. Although AIN triggers are resident on a switch. they
are not technically required to he associated with the "Iocal switching element" in order to function.
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tying arrangement is similar to a personal computer user (telecommunications consumer) being

restricted to the software (AIN services) offered only by the personal computer provider

(telecommunications carrier).

By requiring a telecommunications carrier requesting access to the ILECs AIN platform

to first purchase the ILLCs local switching capability, only to gain access to the AIN triggers in

qucstion, the Commission has set itself at odds with its own Rules contained at 47 CFR

51.307(d) below.

"An lLEe shall provide a requesting telecommunications carrier access to the
facility or functionality of a requested network element separate from access to the
facility or functionality of other network elements. for a separate charge."

2. AIN is a Separate Logical Network from the Underlying Switching Network

The Commission's ov.m definition of the Advanced Intelligent Network UNE. at 47 CFR

51.5 below. does not mention the switching function of the ILFCs network.

"Advanced Intelligent Network" is a telecommunications network architecture in
which call processing, call routing. and network management are provided by
means of centralized databases located at points in an local exchange carrier's
network...

This definition clearly shows that call processing, routing and net\vork management

functions are separate from the local call switching function. Additionally. 47 USC 153(29)

below dctines "network element"' to specifically include capabilities relating to the "routing" of a

telecommunication service. The AIN call related database is primarily used to create and

implement telecommunications routing services.

"The term 'network element' means a facility or equipment used in the provision
of a telecommunications service. Such term also includes features. functions, and
capahilities that are provided by means of such facility or equipment including
subscriber numbers. databases. signaling systems. and information sufficient for
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II

billing and collection or used in the transmission, routing, or other provision of a
telecommunications service."

The Advanced Intelligent Network call related database is a completely separate network

element from the local call switching network element. It is not technically or economicallv

necessary for the local switching element to be obtained by a requesting telecommunications

carrier to obtain the AIN elements needed to create an AIN service. I I The new Commission

unbundling Rules do not retlect this reality, and the Commission has therefore failed to unbundle

the l\IN call related database and has failed to give meaning to the unbundling requirements of

the Telecommunications Act of1996, 47 USC 251(c)(3) and 251(d)(2)(A) and (B).

B. AIN Service Control Points and Intelligent Peripherals

After the critical AIN trigger activation starts the process of AIN call related databa-;c

query and response, the SS7 signaling network, AIN Service Control Points (SCPs) and

Intelligent Peripherals (IPs) are called upon to complete the call processing, routing and network

management functions. All of these SCP and IP functions are separate from the ILECs

unbundled local switching clement function, and have been shown in this instant record as

capable of being interconnected to ILEC networks. 12 The Commission itself acknowledged this

fact regarding SCP interconnection. as shown belovv, back in 1996.

rhe Supreme Court anticipated the impositon of wasteful costs on new entrants desiring less than the whole
network. S'ee AT&T v. Iowa Uti Is. Bd. I 19 S.O. 721 (1999). Sec. 3(0). pgs. 27-28. ""It is true that Rule 3 1:'( b)

could allow entrants access to an entire preassembled network. In the absence of Rule 315(b). however. incumbents
could impose wasteful eosts on even those carriers who requested less than the whole network. It is well within the
bounds of the reasonable tor the Commission to opt in favor of ensuring against an anticompetitive practice."
Ie Low Tech advised the Commission. on pgs. 8-9 of it's May 26.1999 Comments in this instant docket. that
Southwestern Bell has previously issued a legally required network disclosure showing the technical feasibility for
third party st'rvice providers to interconnect an AIN Intelligent Peripheral to its network. using the BellcoreI R-
II ~9· protocol. This protocol is not dependent upon the SS7 signalling network. but relies upon the Internet
rep IP and other standardized ISDN signaling protocols contained within the TR-1129+ specification. This
interconnection imp Iies third party access to AIN triggers, specifically AIN O.~ triggers. which are required in order
to utilize AIN Intelligent Peripherals.
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""The Illinois Commission recently ordered access to incumbent LECs' AIN that
does allO\\ for .. [SCP] .. interconnection. We intend to address this issue early in
1997. either in the IN docket or in a subsequent phase of this proceeding. taking
into account, inter alia. any relevant decisions of state commissions. (n. 1171.
There are other additional outstanding issues from the Intelligent Networks proceeding
that are not resolved here including direct access to the SCP and national standards for
AIN access.) 13

LJnfortunately. the good intentions of the Commission to resolve outstanding national

issues related to the Advanced Intelligent Network have not been achieved or. apparently. even

attempted. This is in the face of the Commission terminating the Intelligent l'v'etvFork docket.

incorporating irs record into this instant proceeding, and promising to further examine and

resolve outstanding national AfN issues years ago.l~

The Illinois and Georgia Commissions have both required SCP interconnection and third

party access to AIN triggers after a finding of technical feasibility. I, However. this significant

fact is not mentioned in any subsequent Orders of the Commission following the Commission

statement above and the instant determination that AfN trigger unbundling and SCPfIP

interconnection is not technically feasible.

By refusing to order the technically feasible third party interconnection of Service

Control Points and AIN Intelligent Peripherals. the Commission has eliminated its preferred

approach or facilities based competition in the provisioning of telecommunications services. and

I, See Firsl Repo/'I {lnd Order in this instant docket, August 8, 1996, para. 370. Third party SCP interconnection
and direct access to AIN triggers was required by the Illinois Commerce Commission in an Order dated June 26,
1996 in Dockets 95-0458/95-0531 consolidated. See Attachment A. The Illinois Commission acknowledged SCP
interconnection and direct access to AIN triggers as being "in the public interesC, "consistent with a request for a
net\\ork element under the federal Act". and technically feasible by virtue of"using industry standard signalling
protocols",

Low Tech also disclosed to the Commission that third party SCP interconnection was ordered in arbitration
proceedings hy the Georgia Public Service Commission. See Low Tech COl11menls, n.1 I, page 13. This third party
interconnection of an SCP (or IP) necessarily implies third party access to ILEC AIN triggers.
II The Intelligent Ne/l1'o/'ks rroceeding was terminated by Order, CC Docket No. 91-346, FCC 98-322 (rei.
December 4. 1998).
1< Other stale commissions. unknown to Low Tech. may have already made similar determinations in arbitmtion
decisions.

8
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has restricted would be competitors to the realm of services deemed appropriate by the AIl\

software and hardware capabilities of the ILECs. A by-product of this refusal is the effective

denial of a competitors ability to create proprietary AIN services. while ILECs are given full rein

to create proprietary and Commission protected AIN software. such as Ameritech's Privacy

Manager service. H
'

These refusals by the Commission are counter to the purposes of the Telecommunications

Act of 1996 and to the intended widespread introduction of competition for all

telecommunications services. AIN. including AIN triggers. has been recognized by experts in

tckcommunciations. as the needed "glue" for the transition from existing switched networks to

the packet based networks of the future. 17 The failure of the Commission to guarantee non-

discriminitory access to all aspects of the AIN unbundled network element represents a fatal

roadblock to the transparent merging of the Public Switched Telecommunications Network

(PSTN) and the Internet Protocol based advanced next generation networks that are now being

created and deployed.

II. Technical Feasibility of AIN Trigger Unbundling and SCP/IP

Interconnection

In its Third Report and Order. CC Docket 96-98. ReI. November 5. 1999, Para. 407, the

Commission declared:

"lw]e find that there is not enough evidence in the record to make a determination
about the technical feasibil ity of unbundling AIN triggers. We therefore decline to
expand our definition of call-related databases to include AIN triggers, and

1<> See 47 CFR 319(e)(2)(ii).
17 For a current discussion. by a Telecordia (Bellcore) Senior Director. of why the Advanced Intelligent Ndwork
is critical in the transition to next generation networks. see Attachments Band C (also available at
http: . \\ w\\ .telecollls-Illag.colll /issues/ I99903/tci/future.htllll).
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reatlirm the definition of call-related databases In the Local Competition First
Report and Order:'

47 CFR 51.5 detines the term ..technically feasible" below.

Technicallv /i!asihle. Interconnection, access to unbundled network elements.
collocation. and other methods of achieving interconnection or access to
unbundled network elements at a point in the network shall be deemed technically
feasible absent technical or operational concerns that prevent the fulfillment of a
request by a telecommunications carrier for such interconnection. access, or
methods. ;\ determination of technical feasibility does not include consideration
of economic. accounting. billing, space. or site concerns, except that space and
site concerns may be considered in circumstances where there is no possibility of
expanding the space available. The fact that an ILEC must modify its facilities or
equipment to respond to such request does not determine whether satisfying such
request is technically feasible. An ILEC that claims that it cannot satisfy such
request because of adverse network reliability impacts must prove to the state
commission by clear and convincing evidence that such interconnection. access.
or methods would result in specitic and significant adverse network reliability
impacts.

Both the Georgia and Illinois Commissions have addressed and resolved the issue of

technical feasibility of direct access to AIN triggers and third party SCP interconnection. For

unknown reasons. the Commission has not taken these state decisions into account beyond a

mere passing mention in the First Report and Order in this instant Docket, as cited earlier.

Therefore, the only remaining issue at hand is the continued insistence by ILECS for

""mediation" of this access. a capability long promised, but never delivered. Because technical

feasibi Iity has already been established, this continued insistence for "mediation" falls under the

above definition's provision that ··[t]he fact that an ILEe must modify its facilities or equipment

to respond to such a request does does not determine whether satisfying such request is

technically feasible'"
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In this case of interconnection of third party SCPs and direct access to AIN triggers. the

record before the Commission is not one of "not technically feasible'" but one ofa collective

ILEC failure to comply with state commission orders to remedy their ('urterphone-like claims of

potential of network harm.

It is also reflective of a continued insistence on mediated access for competitors. while

ILECs enjoy complete and direct access to the AIN platform without modifying its facilities or

equipment to allow others the same creative privileges using an AIN platform of their own. In

this regard. Low Tech agrees with AT&T. ·'that mediation will not be necessary. because just as

carriers are certified before interconnecting with other carriers' SS7 networks. carriers can be

certified fix AIN". IS

In its Notice ()f1nqliiJ~v In the ,Hulter qllntelligent Networks (CC Docket 91-346. para 21.

Dec. 6. 1991). the Commission addressed "meditated access" to AIN triggers by third paI1)

SCPs. To Low Tech's knowledge. this may be the first reference by the Commission to this form

of access to AIN triggers by competitors. The Commission said:

"fw]e ask that those parties who believe that a form of "mediated access" to the
network would be in the public interest. or who support other possible
approaches. present a detailed proposal for a system that would permit such
access."

Over eight years later. with continued ILEC, Bellcore/Telecordia and industry advances in

AIN. SS7. STP. and SCP and IP technology. it is incredulous that the issue of mediated access is

still being llsed as a block to third party innovation in AIN services. By washing its hands of this

issue in its instant Order and failing to acknowledge the continued innovation blocking

intransigence of the ILECs and the ILEC dominated Alliance for Telecommunications Industry

IS See First Report (/nd Order in this instant docket August 8. t996. para. 342.
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Solutions (ATIS). the Commission has failed to perform the national standards setting role it

plays in this critical area of telecommunications innovation.

The Commission recently quoted itself regarding its national standards setting role-

rightfully and ironically asserted in the Intelligent Network proceeding - in its Line S'haring

Order at footnote 421. It said:

"[t]he Commission previously has found that it "has avoided a dominant role in
standards-setting as long as the activities of standards bodies do not frustrate the
Commission's goals and policies. However. to the extent that such activities do
not support public interest goals. it has reserved a role for itself and could play
some part in standards development:' Intelligent Networks, Notice (?t Proposed
Ru/emaking. 8 FCC Rcd 6813. 6820 n.64 (1993).

The fLECs have conclusively shown their ability. for over eight years. to frustrate the

previously identified publ ic interest goals of introducing innovation in the provisioning of l\IN

sen'ices by competitors such as Low Tech. As a result. since the passage of the

Telecommunications Act of 1996. Low Tech has been completely blocked in its ability to

"provide the services it seeks to offer"". using an unbundled element that is "necessary" and that

when denied. completely . impairs" its ability to compete with the ILEe.

III. CONCLUSION

In its instant Order. the Commission stated that "[0luI' refusal to grant Low Tech

Design's request in this proceeding does not affect the ability of any state commission to address

this issue:' Para. 407.

As Low Tech has shown the Commission (and as the Commission has itself

acknowledged), several state commissions have already found unbundled AIN triggers and third

party Service Control Point interconnection technically feasible. The Commission refused to
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take this into consideration before they arrived at their instant determination that further AI \j

unhundling is not technically feasible, as requested by Low Tech.

Southwestern Bell has issued a network disclosure showing the technical feasibility of

third party Intelligent Peripheral interconnection, and Ameritech has deployed Intelligent

Periphl.'rals to provide the cutting edge features contained within their Privacy Manager product.

These ILEC capabilities and determinations have also not been taken into consideration by the

Commission.

By refusing to make a national determination on unbundled AIN triggers and third part)

interconnection of AIN SCPs and IPs, the Commission has gone against the intent and preambk

of the Act to "promote competition and reduce regulation in order to secure lower prices and

higher quality services for American telecommunications consumers and encourage the rapid

deployment of new telecommunications technologies."

By referring Low Tech back to the state commissions, the Commission introduces an

onerous and unnecessary requirement on a small business entity for extended legal proceedings.

expensive legal fees, the uncertainty of being able to offer the services it seeks to provide in

certain states. and the probability of a variety of different state interpretations on the extent of

AlN unbundling and SCPflP interconnection. if allowed!9

lq 5;(:'(/ (),.de,.~ para. 508. ··Establishing a minimulll national list of unbundled net\\'ork elenlents facilitates
negotiations and reduces regulatory burdens for all pat1ies. including small entities. Adopting a national list lowers
requesting carrier's cost by enabling them to implement regional and/or national business plans. In reaching this
conclusion we considered one proposal to adopt national standards that would be applied by state commissions on a
markel-by-market basis. We COlic/udell that this approach Hlould lead to greater ullcertailltr ill the market alld
would hillder the del'e/opmellt o{competitioll. We also found that it would complicate the negotiation of
interconnection agreements and lead to increased litigation. Furthermore, this approach would increase the
administrative burden on state commissions and parties arbitrating interconnection agreements before these state
commissions. All of these factors would slow the development of competition." (footnote deleted. emphasis added)
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Additionally. the states that have not already addressed these AIN issues have no desire to

consider national issues of this scope and importance, showing a preference for the Commission

to remove contentious unbundling and interconnection issues from their already overcrowded

plates."o

Without a nationwide standard for AIN trigger unbundling and the interconnection of

third party SCPs and IPs. the promotion of facilities-based competition, investment, and

innovation in the provisioning of AIN services will be thwarted, a stated goal of the Commission.

Order. para. 110. Consumers will not benefit from the rapid introduction of competition in~

markets. Order. para. 107. Low Tech and other competitors will lack certainty in the market, to

the detriment of their ability to obtain critical financing. Order. para. 114.

The Commission itself stated that ..the legislative history indicates that Congress

specifically contemplated that the Commission would open the last monopoly bottleneck

strongholds in telecommunications by requiring incumbents to share their local exchange

facilities. including "the equipment with capabilities o[routing and signaling calls, network

capacity. and network standards.!! 21 Order, para. 123. (emphasis added)

AIN. including the inseparable and critical AIN triggers. is clearly the UNE that

represents the last monopoly bottleneck in telecommunications for routing and signaling calls.

20 5;ce ()rder~ para. 118. ~~Moreover~ as the Illinois Comnlcrce Comlllission: California PUC~ and Connecticut
Department of Public Utility Control all assert. a national list will allow competition to proceed quickly because it
will reduce the number of issues that the states must address in upcoming arbitrations under section 252(b) of the
Act. This is significant because many states will be conducting arbitrations and reviewing interconnection
agreements as the initial agreements that they approved in 1996 and 1997 begin to expire." (footnote deleted)
cl 11K Conf Rep. 104-204. at 49 (1995).
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Surely. the routing and signaling capabilities contained within AIN were those Congress had in

mind in the above statement.

For all the reasons stated herein. Low Tech Designs. Inc. respectfully requests the

Commission to reconsider its Order as outlined above. and establish nationwide rules for the

unbundling and inclusion of AIN triggers (0. L 0.2 and future triggers) as part of the AIN call

related database UNE. separate from the local switching element. and for the interconnection of

AIN Service Control Points and AIN Intelligent Peripherals by competitive local exchange

carners.

Respectfully submitted.

J. 1es M. Tennant
President
Low Tech Designs. Inc.
1204 Saville St.
Georgetown. SC 29440
843 527-4485

Dated: February 14.2000
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STATE OF ILLINOIS

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION

Attachment A

ATiT Communicat1ons of
Illinois, tnc:. ..
P.t1~ion tor a total lOCAl exchanqe:
whol••ala service taritt trom
Illinois Bell Telephone Coapany
d/D/a Aaar1tech Illinois and
cent~~l Telephone Company
pursuant to Section 13~505.5 of
the Illinoi. Public utili~i•• A~. :

LDDS co..unications, Inc. d/b/a
LDDS Metroaedia Co..unication.

Petition tor a total whol•••l~
ne~wor~ ••rvice tariff fro.
lllinoia ~ell Telephone Company
d/b/a Aaeritech Illinois and
central Telephone Company pur­
suant to Section 13-505.5 ot the
Illinoi. Public Utilities Act.
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~Qmmillion Cgn~l~siQn

Unbund11n9 ot OS/DA is a n.c••••ry requirement for etractive
competition. Aaaritech's objections to AT'T's request in thia
reqard are not adequatelY supported by the record. AIleritach
arqu•• that unbundlinq of OS/DA is not technically t •••ible, but
haa tailed to provide persu••ive eviaence in support ot that claim.
Moreover, AT'T na. pre••ntad wh.t it d.... a w~rkabl. solution,
L 8., the \1•• ot "line class codes" to route OS/DA call., in
opposition to Amariteeh's claim tha~ the separate routinq of ~••a
eal1. i. not po••ib1. at thia ti... Givan the i.portanee ot thi.
i ••ue ana the potential that co.petition will be the likely r ••ult
ot unbund1inq OS/DA fro. the whol••ale orterin9, the co.-i••ion
order. Aaer1taCb and cent.I. to unbUndle ita OS/DA call. ira. it
total ••rvice re.ale offarinq purauant to Section 251 (0) (3).

AT'T has requested ace••• to tne. ~C8' AIN triqq.rs 80 that
non-faciliti••-be.aci r ••eller. can provida faciliti••-baa.t
innovations to the market. The••••rvic•• woul~ include, .-cnq
other t.hinq., .e•••9in9, ..erqency Ill"d ••curity .ervic:•• and
t.l.c~unic.t1on••ervic... AIM con.1at. ot thre. ba.ic: el_ants:
Siqnal Control Points, Signal Swi~chin9 Point., and Siqnal Tranarer
Points. The .ervice. that cQuld, be provided by a re••lIar
typically would be hou••d in the Signal Control Points and could
provide nuaeroua .ervices and procesainq.

A~iT contends that ace... to the switch triggers is
appropriate in these proceedings, .s they would provide innovations
to the e.xistin9 local network. AT'T concluded that eo.petitive .lIN
offerinqs were in the public interest and that coapetitors ~hould

be a.llowed to malee proauc1: development ana marketing decision.
based on competitive opportunity. AT'T di•• i •••d the do.iqn and
capacity problems Ameritech raised by stating -that the capacity
provlem& actually snould be alleviated with the introduction of
competitive dataDaSeG. The AIN d_tab••• inquirieB and 4U50ci4ted
p~oc•••ing waul~ be distributed over two or more competinq
platforms. AT&T indicated that Ameri~8ch's proposal to develop
services for resellers uainq its AIN platform was an unacceptable
and anti-competitive option. Although other resellera may find
this approach acceptable, AT&T felt that the service creation
environment may be li=ited by the capabilitie~ of the LEe's
plattorm. Also, proprietary data would be stored in the LEe's
network, hampering the resellar's ability to control access and to
prevent co.promise. Further, AT'T pointed out that Ameritech is
currently concerned with its capacity for its own AIN platform.
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AT'~ maintains that new innovations through the u8e of the AIM
shQuld bo en~Q~ra96d on both a facilitie3-baued AO ~oll ~. on a
resold basis. AT'T/s states that its request is consistent with a
request for a network element under the new federal Act.
Safeguards, nowever, are ncceD9dry to assure tne in~eqrity or the
network. As Ameritech and Centel deploy AIN syste.s, they should
oe ordered to install tnem in a way that provides the neceaaary
satequards without erecting unnecesaary barriers Which would
unaermins AT'T's request.

Auritls;:n

Aaeritech took th. PQ• .i.tion that resell.X'$ shou),,(t not b4J
permitted direct acces. to it/s Advanced Intelligent Network
("AIN"). The Company contends that the proposed requir...nt to
require it to provide resellerp with direct acceS8 to AIN i8 not a
resale/wholesale tariff issue, but rather should be considered, if
at all, as a network interconnection ia.ue. ~erit.ch'5 position
wa. that th. i ••u. i. no~ Appropri.~.ly addro•••d in this
proceeding. Aller1tech further asserted tna t even it it were
appropriate to address in thi~ proceeding, AT'T's proposal would
rai~e serious pOlicy issues. While Ameritecn is w11linq to develop
services tor resellers usinq its AIN platform (4aauminq tha~

resellers pay for the cost ot development), to require acce88 to
AIN would provide resellers with almoDt unlimited agility to pick
and choose eh. services ehsy will provide usinq unbundled network
elelDanta. AlIlcri tech observed that this could create an adverse
effect in the market place.

~eritech also pointed out that if the Commission entered such
an order in this proceedinq, it would be permitting access to AIN
without any further regulatory involvemeht by the Commiasion. The
Company's position va. that sucn important policy m.tter~ should
not b@ permitted to be determined unilaterally by the reaellers.
Ameri'tech maintained that there i\re already design and capacity
problems with the AIN platform, and that permitting such
unrestricted access on the part of resellers Would only exacerbate
those problems. It could also create unresolvable conflicts among
carriers seeking a~~e5U to the AIN platform. Aaeritech noted thAt
Statf has also expressed concern over AT&T's request for access to
A!N inside AlIIeritech switches because of the riok ot network
failure.

Staff is concerned that direct acceS5 to the LEe database and
switchea for manipulation by the res@llers may ~ontain a high level.
of risk to the networK through either ignorance or sabotage. Staff
states, however, that this poten~ial for network harm is reduced if
safeguards are provided at the appropriate points so that the
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network would not be jeopardized. Staff concluded, that with the
~af8quard5 in place the provisioning of tacilities-oased
innQv~tions by resellers snould be cncouraqed.

COmmiS&~9D Cpnclusign

AT'T's request for access to the AIN triggers of Aaeritech and
Centel should be grantea, subject to the certain cond.ition.
p~oviQ.d herein. AT&T'. request i. conai.tent with a reque.t tor
a network el_ent under the federal Aet. In addition, it i.
without qu••tion that acce.8 to AIN trigger. will pro~t.

inngvation in the provision of services. Clearly, such ace••• i.
in the public interest.

Aller i tech's argument that this is the wronq t orum to make such
a deteraination is not persuasive. The company, however, na. not
provide<.t any analysis as to why thia utter in principle caMot .be
conaiaered a. a pArt of this docket in view or ea. Ca.ai••ion'.
imJllediate 9'0al of promoting compet.H:ion.· Acct;J~1Ii to AIN tri~gera 10
within the Commisaion's authority to consider under section 13­
505.5'. public interest concerns.

AT&T did not object to exploring the specifics ot AIN triggers
in another docJcet, but reco_ended that the Co_iseion move forward
with ordering that the LECs provide access to their AIN triqqers.
Access to these AIN trigger. will promote innovations with respect
to service otferings. The Commission agrees with Staff thAt it
there are 4ny risks to the. networJc pre.ent, they should .be
identitied and can be reaolved without harm to the network.

The Commission will requ1re Amer1tocb Gnd centel to provide
a.C;f;uau; to the,ir AIN triqgers, Subject to the tollowing: ~.

Commission requests that Aaeriteeh and Centel address the poa.ibl~

risks to the network ana incorpora~e tne appropriate remedies to
prevent any harm. The Co_i••ion pre.WIles that r •••ller' $ networks
will communicate with A=eritech AIN triqgers using industry
standard siqnaling protocols tor the purpose of routing calls:
accordingly Ameritech will be required to delilonstrate 'fihy it
expects increa.sed risk. If AIu.eritech or centel is not able to
comply with the ~equirem.nt to provide AIN triggers on a basis that
eliminates possible harm to the network, it must submit a full
explanation and showing in support thereof With its compliance
tariffS filed in response to the Commission's order in this
proceeding. If the probleMs are G~ch that they can be remedied, it
mus~ submit specific plans and a timetable for aChieving
compliance.
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iN ;s the mediating 'glue' wileD h

comes ID lelecom servloo features,

such as billing and quality of service.

AN: Why is the intelligent network (IN) still relevant?

Despite the definite benefits that packet-based networks can bring, no oper­
ator who needs to interconnect with the rest of the world can start from a

true Year Zero approach in their network design. For the foreseeable future,

services will necd to bc delivered over a mixed circuit/packet environmenl.

L"sers won 'I care how their services are delivered. They will however want to

kecp the same features, reliability and usability that they have come to
expect from the public switched telephone network (PSTN). IP-based appli­

cations will need to interact with the PSTN and vice versa across different

operators' Iletworks and enterprise networks.
1:"J techni4ues -- arguably the first 'converged,' software-based services

platforl1l - can proVide a stable and well understood platform for the merg­

ing and interaction of these two very different worlds. This mediating 'glue'

fumtioll is particularly important when it comes to delivering related tele­

(Oms service features. such as billing and quality of service.

How will it interwork with IP­
based networks?
Then.' are a number of different, yet

interri.'latfi'd, initiatives underway to
enable this inkraclion. The most

important involves the development

of d c!;-\ss of software protocols called

Call Agents, such as the Tekordia
MGCP (Multimedia Gateway Con-

trol Protocol) and SIP (Session Initiation Protocol). These provide a number

of standard telecolllllJunications functions in and across the II' enviroIl­

Ilwnt. Additionally, there are also a number of applications interfaces under

development, such as Java Applications for Integrated Networks OAIN) and
PARL.AY. These wili allow third parties and enterprises to create and run their
own applications on public networks.

\Vhere is the standards work underway?

As befits work that represents both the telecoms and IP worlds, a number of
different industry bodies are involved with an increaSingly bewildering

arrav of acronyms. The Internet Engineering Task Force ({ETF) has a number

of work groups covermg the subject, such as PINT (PST/Internet Network­
ing), IPTEL (IP Telephony), SIGTRAN (Signaling Transport) ami MFGAITI

(hfedia (~atewayControl).

[n addition, the European Telecommunications Standards Institute's
(FISI's) Project TIPHON (Telecommunications and Internet Protocol IIar­
mnn\;,;:\\\ol1 Over Net works), [or example, is focllsing its efforts on the best
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suksOObm II t:en1lll1 tIIeiT call ellYiJDIIIBIIIIs

Via Ieb b1mm and _Ie 'allllsets ami tt

lill blur lIle lines belweell packet- and

cin:uil-switdled service.

way~ of delivering voice services across and between the Internet and the
PSTI':. Specific areas of coverage include developing architectures, call con­
trol procedures, protocols, identities (naming, numbering and addressing).
rllarging and billing systems, and the all-important aspects of quality of
service and security.

There are also a series of industry bodies and user groups looking at the
wid!?r issues involved in developing the n!?twork architectures and equip­
ment that will support interworking.
In addition to P,\RLAY and]AIN

mentioned earlier, there is also the
Softswitch Consortium, the Intelli­

gent Network Forum and the Multi­

servin~ Switching Forum.
MGCI' is currently under review

bv the III ternational ·J(·lecol11lIluni­

cation Union (lTV) as the H.248
standard.

What other roles docs IN have in the next-generation network (NGN)
environment?
One key area of interaction is in the ability to give ordinary subscribers
direct access to control their call environments through Web browsers,
rither via a fixed PC or on the move through a mobile handset. This will
also hav\" a major impact on call center users and operators, with an increas­
ing blurring of the lines betwern public and private network and packet­
and CIrcuit-switched service.
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AlTACHMENT C

Intelligent Glue for the Future
New protocols are emerging that promise to evolve the IN into the IP world.
Telecommunications International - March 1999
Bichlien Hoang and Geri Weber

Throughout the world a fundamental shift is occurring away from traditional. circuit-switched voice
networks toward packet-switched networks. These packet-based systems will not only be used to provide
multimedia voice. video. and data services. but will eventually be integrated into a single architecture with
wireless and satellite technologies as well as the PSTN.

Just as a key component of the PSTN is the intelligent network (IN). network intelligence is the glue that
will bind these various networks, platfonns and the services they support into one apparently seamless
system. Network intelligence is a broader view of the basic IN approach to service control. which by its
very nature deals with distributed intelligence.

Phased Steps
rhe evolution of IN to network intelligence falls into three phases: in the first, the Internet was not a
consideration: in the second. IN and the Internet coexist and increasingly overlap: and in the third. packel­
based networks handle voice, data and multimedia while IN provides the functionality that enables
enhanced services. In each phase. IN has a different but vital role.

The traditional IN separates the service-control function from the service-switching and connection-control
functions typically provided by a conventional switching system. In a typical network. the switching
function is found in the service switching point (SSP) and the service control function is in the service
conlrol point (SCP).

IN also makes use of special network equipment to play announcements. queue calls. and collect user
int(lrmation. These capabilities. known generically as specialised resource functions. are typically housed
on a platform called an intelligent peripheral. This might. for example. playa request that the customer key
in a personal identification number (PIN). and then return it to a service-control element for processing. If
the peripheral has its own databases against which to check customer information. the ability to monitor tor
conditions that trip service triggers. or other service-logic processing capabilities. it is an intelligent
peripheral or an enhanced services plaltorm. Some service creation may also be done on an intelligent
peripheral.

When IN \~as first defined 10 years ago. this distribution of call processing intelligence was considered
revolutionary. Now we know it was just the beginning. IN functions however. do not have to be housed in
network elements such as SSP. SCI' or IP. Indeed. emphasis on these obscures the tremendous power
inherent in the IN's functionality: its distributed architecture and intelligence. as well as the separation of
ser\' ice logic from switching. tennination, and connection-control services. This power becomes especially
rekvant as the world moves towards data networks.

Changing Tramc and Services
With the growth of data traffic. and particularly Internet traffic. network providers with IN capabilities can
take advantage of the synergy between IN and the Internet by designing a wide variety of applications for
new revenue generating services. The Internet might carry some of the IN's out-of-band signalling
information. and distributed Internet resources might perform some intelligent peripheral functions. such as
voice-te:\t conversions.



With this in mind. the PSTN/lnternet Internetworking (PINT) working group of the Internet Engineering
lask Force (fETF) and the International Telecommunication Union (fTU) are currently looking at ways to
use the Internet to control or invoke actions of the PSTN. The two organisations have defined a set of
services (request to call, request to fax, and request to hear content) which can be built upon to form
specific services for particular applications:
request to call allows a user at an Internet host to request the PSTN to establish a call between two partie,:
request to fax allows a user at an Internet-connected host to request the PSTN to fax to a fax machine. The
data to fax can be included with the request or specified via URL:

request to hear content allows an Internet-connected host to request the PSTN to establish a phone call to a
destination and 'speak' the specified content. The data can be included with the request or specified via
URI..
Although these applications would be most efficiently implemented by using IN. they do not have be.
However. by extending the PINT concept. the Internet and IN can interwork to provide the same kinds of
PSTWIN servict.'s that are now being offered in North America by the major local exchange carriers. Wilh
these services. the PINT server is connected to an IN node (either an SCI' or a services node). The PINT
server acts as a gateway to the IN. allowing the Internet to access the functionality available in IN network
elements.

Internet call waiting (ICW) is one example ofa feature that extends the PINT concept to generate new
services. With ICW. a subscriber on an Internet session who gets an incoming call. would receive a pop-up
\\indow on the compulcr screen displaying the caller's details. The subscriber could take the call or
continue online. IN functionality is used to determine that the subscriber has the ICW service. to transmit
the calling party information to the ICW subscriber. and to transmit the subscriber response to calling party.

rhe influence of the Internet on the PSTN will increase in the coming years. Concurrently. the IN
capabilities of those switching systems and other network elements will become more and more imp0l1ant
in large part because of their compatibility with Internet approaches such as modular programming and
object-oriented technology.

Combining IN and Internet functionality will allow network carriers to use common IN capabilities such as
routing to provide new services to lSI's, including capabilities that the carrier itself could use as an lSI' or
!()[' those customers who purchase Internet services. Moreover. clever use of IN capabilities can actually
help directly to relieve congestion in the PSTN caused by traffic trying to access the Internet.

Interworking of current services to provide new vertical services that combine the PSTN and the Internet is
one of the keys to tapping the revenue streams of emerging networks. Another is developing new vertical
services for the Internet. using IN capabilities that can be marketed to Internet service providers:

- single number service allows an lSI' to maintain just one dial-in access number. The ISP's number trips
a trigger at the switching system to the service control point (SCP) for instructions on handling the call. The
advantage of this service to ISPs is that their customers need to remember only one number:

- alternate route selection is a generic name for any service that selects an access or network egress (to .m

ISP's modem pool) point for a given ISP using more sophisticated logic than simply mapping the dialled
nUlllber to a predetermined route. This can be determined by various criteria such as time of day to ensure
S\\ itching or modem resources are used optimally:

- reroute on busy/no answer allows calls to an ISP to be redirected to available egress locations,
transparently to the caller. when the ISP's assets are not available to handle those calls. There is ample
reason to believe that lSI's -- and their own customers in turn -- may be willing to pay for such increased
rei iabil it) or access:



- measurement reporting capabilities can show how many calls are made to each ISP number. as well as
showing successful and failed calls. and call durations. Such data is useful to help ISPs engineer modem
capacity off a particular egress switch or at a specific access server.

The Final Phase -- For Now
The th ird phase of network intelligence evolution wi II reflect the separation of concerns inherent in the IN.
The tirst group of concerns -- switching and transport -- will address the physical configuration of the
network so that data can be exchanged. The second set -- control and management -- will address logical
requirements and constraints on how data is transported over the physical contiguration. It is here that IN
functionality comes into play, through such capabilities as routing and rerouting. managing bandwidth and
security, network management. and customised service decisions (service logic).

For now. however. most public data networks (both public and private) are focused on pushing as much
data through the pipe as cheaply as possible. But once data transmission becomes a low priced commodity,
the competitive edge will go to those network providers who can offer their customers the vertical, network­
based services which are the hallmark of the IN. Making sophisticated use of network intelligence will be a
primary enabler of advanced services over any type of transport and this functionality is inherent -- if not
yet fully realised -- in the IN.

In this new paradigm, intelligence is moved through the network via the intelligent peripheral. This is
viewed as a concentrator of customer interaction, especially for services requiring extensive user
interactions. including those independent of call routing, such as:

- flexible use of resources:
- data (service profiles) and real-time data management; and
- sophisticated new interfaces and intelligence.

Examples of uses include:

- the intelligent peripheral as a gateway/server for Internet services and other IP-network based services;
Internet telephony through the intelligent peripheral;
- call centres: and
- the intelligent peripheral acting as a computer telephony integration (CTI) client in conjunction with the

server at a customer's premise.

The increasing number of computer-based devices. such as wireless phones. personal digital assistants, and
web browsers that give customers easy access to the PSTN is encouraging service providers to look into
CII. Customers who already use these devices to access their messaging also want to use them to manage
and configure their services. This is one way to tap new revenue streams, by developing vertical telephony
services that leverage IN capabilities for the new transmission networks based on the Internet protocol.

A New Pattern of Protocols
New protocols are emerging to provide customers with the best of both these worlds. Among them. the
media gateway controller protocol (MGCP) is now being considered in the IETF and ETSI's Protocol
Harmonisation Over Networks (ETSI TIPHON) working group. MGCP, which merges a protocol
developed by Rellcore and Cisco and one developed by Level 3. is designed to allow the seamless
integration of these two types of networks. Such integration will enable customers to benefit from the lower
cost of IP network services. including voice and fax. without modifying existing telephone and fax
equipment or dialling access codes. Some carriers already plan to use MGCP, and many next-generation IP
telephony service providers will soon require this functionality in their own networks.

Another protocol currently being discussed by the IETF is the media device control protocol (MDCP),
defined by Lucent. It presents an object-oriented approach to manipulating resources within a media
gateway t"om a media gateway controller. Given a set of resources. the protocol from the controller



instructs the gateway to manage the different objects and connect them together to provide the necessary
media connections.

Another approach to blending IN and Internet protocol technologies is Sun Microsystems' Java advanced
intelligent network (JAIN). There are two parts to this initiative. The first is oriented to the signalling
system 7 (SS7) protocol stack. including the integrated services digital network user part (I5UP) and the
transaction capabilities application part (TeAP). The second is oriented to service creation and new
le!ecom applications. Although both parts are being explored. the S57 protocol stack is likely to form the
bulk of the first release of JAIN. The JAIN 557 classes are meant to provide the application developer and
the service provider independence from their 557 stack provider. To do so. JAIN provides a Java API
representation of the elements 01'557. JAIN also provides a management view into these objects. This step
is meant to address incompatibility problems across multiple software and hardware platforms. When it
comes to the TCAP layer. initial demonstrations have addressed simple services and message flows. APIs
are envisioned for the ditTerent types of TCAP applications such as the AIN application part (AINAPL the
European IN application pal1 ((NAP). and the two mobile application parts (MAP). 15-41 and GSM.

For service creation. Sun intends to define JavaBeans -- or programming objects -- that can use the
application level APls. JA IN builds on the JavaBean concept via a collection of JavaBeans (development
tools and middleware components) to facilitate the development of IN services independent of the hardware
and software platforms and to be able to work over multiple TC AP applications without modification. This
is believed to put IN service development on par with other industries and open it up to Java programmers
around the world. The approach is also set to facilitate the distribution of network intelligence to the edge of
the network. II' the network elements support Java (which is so far an edge technology). st:rvices could be
crt:ated that are distributed between the network element and edge devices. or with the purpose of
down loading applets to edge devices as the service requires. This represents another blending of IN and
Internet protocol approaches to creating services.

It is certain that the inlluence of the Internet on the PSTN will increase as it becomes more closely
integrated into our everyday lives. Some predict that IP routers will form the basis for our telecoms systems
inlmlya few years. However. this seems unlikely if only because of the huge investments already made in
e:-;isting systems. What seems more plusible is that the IN capabilities of switching systems and other
network elements will become increasingly important as we move into the ne:-;t phase of network evolution.
mainly because of their compatibility with Internet protocol approaches including modular programming
and object-oriented technology.

Whether intelligence is in the network or at its edge. IN functionality allows it to be controlled to its best
etTect. Knowing where to place it and how to manage it is the key -- this will demand an ability to bridge the
worlds of the Internet and the PSTN.

Bichlien Hoang is general manager and senior director, intelligent network (IN) design and engineering at
Bellcore. and Cieri Weber is senior engineer at Bellcore.


